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Social change marketing is at the crossroads.  With the American Marketing 
Association's decision to revise the definition of marketing to include direct 
benefit to the organisation, one of the central tenets of social marketing is in 
conflict with the very nature of commercial marketing.   The introduction of direct 
benefit to the organisation as a core tenet of the marketing concept is the 
antithesis of the social marketing principle of indirect benefit.  The previously 
immutable boundary between societal marketing (social causes for commercial 
gain) and social marketing (social causes for societal benefit) has been erased, 
at least, if social marketing wishes to remain within the marketing field. 
 
Is it time for social marketing to cease being a subset of marketing and branch 
out as an alternative disciplinary field?  This paper examines the conceptual 
and ideological problems associated with social marketing adjusting to the new 
commercial marketing definition, and outlines the gaps between the commercial 
definition, and the social marketing field.  With the development of a new focus 
in commercial marketing, social marketing's ability to adapt, adjust and use 
commercial marketing may need to be forgone in favour of striking out on a new 
path of social change theory.   
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Social change marketing in the age of direct benefit marketing – where to 
from here? 
 
Social change marketing is at the crossroads.  When the peak international marketing 
body, the American Marketing Association decided to revise the definition of marketing 
to explicitly include direct benefit to the organisation, one of the central tenets of social 
marketing came into conflict with the very nature of “marketing”, the discipline from 
which it derives and of which it is a part.   The introduction of direct benefit to the 
organisation as a core tenet of the marketing concept is the antithesis of the social 
marketing principle of indirect benefit.  The previously immutable boundary between 
societal marketing (social causes for commercial gain) and social marketing (social 
causes for societal benefit) has been erased, at least, if social marketing wishes to 
remain within the marketing field. 
 
 
Setting the table: Defining the parameters of Social Marketing 
 
 
Social marketing, as the name implies, is grounded in commercial marketing theory 
and practice. However, given that the application of social marketing is predominantly 
in non commercial sectors, social marketing practice draws on a range of related 
disciplines including sociology, psychology and other social welfare related activities 
 
Social marketing has had a range of definitions over the past thirty years, from the 
foundation definition in 1971 
Social marketing is the design, implementation, and control of programs 
calculated to influence the acceptability of product planning, pricing, 
communication, distribution and marketing research. (Kotler and Zaltman, 1971) 
through to the definition used most widely and consistently which defines social 
marketing as:  
"the application of commercial marketing technologies to the analysis, planning, 
execution, and evaluation of programs designed to influence the voluntary 
behaviour of target audiences in order to improve their personal welfare and that 
of their society." (Andreasen, 1995) 
 Kotler, Roberto and Lee (2002) contributed to the contemporary social marketing 
debate by offering the following definition:  
“… the use of marketing principles and techniques to influence a target audience 
to voluntarily accept, reject, modify, or abandon a behaviour for the benefit of 
individuals, groups or society as a whole.”  
 
The consistent elements of the definition of social marketing have been the use of 
commercial marketing principles and techniques, voluntary action by the target of the 
social change, and the accrual of benefit to the individual, and the broader society.   
Within the context of the Kotler and Andreasen’s definitions, commercial marketing was 
defined as: 
 the process of planning and executing the conception, pricing, promotion, and 
distribution of ideas, goods, and services to create exchanges that satisfy 
individual and organizational objectives’ (AMA, 1985, p.  2). 
 
Consequently, the marketing tools and techniques adapted for use in social change 
programs were based on the 1985 conceptual model of marketing, with its emphasis 
on the creation of exchange of goods, services and ideas (where exchange can be 
direct or indirect) through the application of the marketing mix.   
 
 
The Marketing Component of Social Marketing 
 
 
As part of the overall marketing discipline, social marketing shares common traits with 
broader commercial marketing applications. These are: 
• the adoption of the customer centric marketing philosophy which puts the needs 
of the client at the centre of organisational activities.  In social marketing, this 
represents the focus on the voluntary change by the individual to create broad 
changes in society.  Similarly, the individualistic focus of social marketing is 
enhanced through the understanding of the individual as a consumer of ideas, 
behaviours, services and products. By understanding and addressing the 
consumption process through a consumer centric focus, change can be levelled 
at the appropriate consumption process.  This can occur through changing an 
attitude or introducing a substitute behaviour or product to enable the consumer 
to act on the social change idea. 
• market research based decision making and tracking of campaigns.  Consumer 
centric campaigns are dependent on an understanding of the consumer, their 
attitudes, opinions, knowledge and behaviours.  For social marketing to be most 
effective, it needs to include information from the consumer, rather than 
assumptions from experts as to how the consumer “thinks”. 
• segmentation of target audiences which is based around the implementation of 
social change at the individual level.  Segmentation is used to cluster the social 
change candidates by a key factor (eg risk taking behaviour) or propensity to 
respond to market messages in a similar way (high need for sensation seeking). 
• the creation of mutually beneficial exchanges, a concept which is at the core of 
the 1984 commercial marketing definition.  Exchange in the social marketing 
sense derives from the broadest level of Bagozzi’s (1975) theory of exchange. 
Whereas commercial marketing is based predominantly on the assumption of 
direct or restricted exchange (products for money), social marketing derives 
benefits from the broadest exchange where the exchange occurs between the 
individual and the society. For example, where the social message of anti-
speeding is adopted by the individual, society benefits from the safer driving for 
example, in reduced health costs, and the driver benefits by avoiding penalties 
(speeding fines), reducing their accident risk.   
• the use of all elements of the "marketing mix" rather than focusing on an 
individual component such as promotional campaigns, or pricing through 
offering free products. 
• careful attention to positioning the organisation’s "product" relative to its 
competition.  Positioning in social marketing is a question of determining the 
competition for the social marketing message – for example, skin cancer 
awareness campaigns face competition from beach holiday advertising showing 
happy tanned models without appropriate skin protection.  
 
In addition to the adoption of commercial marketing methods, there is the need for the 
adaptation of the techniques.  
  
In essence, social marketing is the adaptation, rather than direct transference, of 
marketing tools and techniques for social change campaigns. Due to the substantial 
differences in the environments within which social marketing operates and the issues 
or causes which form the focus of campaigns, it has never been possible to import 
commercial marketing practice wholesale into the social marketing environment.  Table 
1 illustrates the fundamental differences between commercial marketing and social 
marketing. 
 
 
 
Social Marketers Commercial Marketers 
Want to do good Want to make money 
Funded by taxes and donations Funded by investments 
Publicly accountable to sponsors, donors and 
government departments 
Privately accountable to shareholders 
Performance hard to measure due to 
uncertain outcomes 
Performance easily measured in profit, 
market share, share prices and other metrics 
Long term behavioural goal Short term behavioural goal 
Often targets controversial behaviours Typically targets non-controversial 
behaviours, may elect to target controversial 
products 
Often choose high-risk, hard to reach targets Choose most accessible low risk target  
Risk-averse management Risk-accepting management 
Participative decision marketing Hierarchical decision making  
Relationships based on trust Relationships based on competition 
Decisions influenced by political imperatives Decisions made on Return on Investment or 
profit imperative 
Uncertain benefits from products Clearly definable benefits from products 
Unrealistic marketshare expectations (eg 
100% compliance) 
Acceptable market shares of less than the 
majority of a market or population (eg 35%) 
Table 1 Differences between social and commercial marketers 
(adapted from Andreasen, A (2000), Ethics in Social Marketing, Georgetown University 
Press) 
 
Social marketing has been based on the simultaneous adoption of marketing 
philosophy and the adaptation of marketing tools.  This is done in order to develop 
programs which, whilst the programs are targeted at specific market segments, will 
lead to socially beneficial outcomes for the broader community in the eyes of the social 
marketer.  However, as Table 1 illustrates, social marketing has often occupied the 
direct opposite position to commercial marketing, and as such, the adaptation of the 
commercial techniques is not without difficulty.  For example, whilst market 
segmentation is an accepted part of commercial business planning, social marketing 
frequently has to defend the decision to use segmentation. Developing a campaign 
which directly benefits one audience, for example in the provision of preventative 
health care, at the expense of another, is often hard to defend on moral and/or 
ideological grounds. Similarly, social marketing campaigns are often required to deliver 
near total marketshare on limited resources where commercial marketers will accept 
less than majority marketshare from more heavily resourced campaigns, so long as the 
marketshare provides sustainable profit and shareholder value.   
 
Overall, the fundamental difference between social marketing and commercial 
marketing has been a matter of focus. Commercial marketing has a bottom line of 
direct benefit measured in dollar values. Social marketing has a bottom line measured 
according to whether or not the target adopter changes their behaviour.  The social 
marketing campaign may succeed where change occurs, does not draw a direct benefit 
to the social marketer or the social change organisation that is demonstrably akin to 
profit in the commercial sense.  It is possible to even argue that the ultimate success of 
a behaviour change campaign is the termination of the campaign as it has “solved” the 
social problem.  
 
 
Out with the old, in with the new: Marketing Redefined 
 
 
In 2004, the nature of commercial marketing was radically altered by the American 
Marketing Association (AMA) releasing a revision of the formal definition of marketing.  
The AMA, with the tacit or otherwise endorsement of the global marketing community, 
relaunched the marketing definition as: 
[Marketing is] an organizational function and a set of processes for creating, 
communicating and delivering value to customers and for managing customer 
relationships in ways that benefit the organization and its stakeholders.  (AMA 
2004). 
 
This represents a major shift in the perception of marketing, creating major differences 
between the 1985 and 2004 definitions.  For the purpose of this paper, the five most 
significant changes are presented to demonstrate the refocus of marketing and to 
showcase the demonstrable difference in the operation of commercial marketing as 
compared to social marketing.  
 
 
Change I: Function and Process 
 
 
Commercial marketing is now self-defined as an organisational function and process 
where previously, it was perceived predominantly as an organisational process.   
Redefining marketing as an organisational function alters the use of marketing as a 
series of techniques and practices into a more formalised element of the organisation.  
It is possible that this functional element of the marketing definition may exclude 
organisations which, whilst using the processes, fail to explicitly include an 
organisational function from being "marketing organisations".  Although an apparently 
cosmetic change, the implication for social marketing is the need to incorporate the 
recognition of organisational function of marketing.  This may prove problematic for 
organisations where “marketing” is still perceived in a negative light, even if the 
organisation engages in social marketing practice. Marketing and its associated 
activities is often referred to in the social sector by alternative terminology, for example, 
community consultation and client feedback instead of market research.  Social 
marketers will need to determine if the organisational function aspect of the new 
definition forces a need to have a specifically recognisable marketing function 
 
 
Change II: Create, Communicate and Deliver Value, not marketing mixes 
 
 
The second major change is that the new definition no longer explicitly recognises the 
marketing mix as part of the marketing.  Further, whereas the 1984 marketing definition 
introduced the then controversial “product, idea and service” trichotomy, the 2004 
definition merges these individual components into the broad “value” concept.  
However, to add to the complexity of the social marketer’s adoption and adaptation 
approach, value itself has not been explicitly defined within the new marketing 
definition.  The AMA defines value as “the power of any good to command other goods 
in peaceful and voluntary exchange”.  The critical element of the “value” then is the 
explicit recognition of the exchange of goods.  Goods, as the AMA define them, return 
to the narrow conceptualisation of goods as “a product that has tangible form, in 
contrast to services that are intangible”. 
 
Undertaking a narrow interpretation of value within the marketing definition removes 
the services and ideas component from 1985, to replace it with a firm, if not definite, 
commitment to tangible goods.  Even without using the strictest definition of the terms 
“value” and “goods”, the implication is clear – marketing is about customer value ahead 
of goods, services and ideas.  However, alternative readings of "value" as "what people 
are prepared to pay" (Porter, 1985 in Gabbot, 2004), or as "being in the eye of the 
beholder" or "what benefit the customer perceives they have gained from the 
exchange".  In a broader, almost all encompassing definition of value, social marketing 
can give value to their consumers through the provision of ideas, goods and social 
services that create a benefit for the user, or which are "what people are prepared to 
pay" for social change.  Social marketing needs to clearly define “value” in the social 
marketing context as “the power of any idea or message to command behavioural 
change in a peaceful and voluntary exchange”.   
 
 
Change III: Managing the relationship 
 
 
The third shift in focus has been the incorporation of the relationship marketing concept 
as a core platform.  Relationship marketing’s ascendency since 1990 has meant that it 
has become an integral part of the marketing process, culminating with it replacing the 
previous notion of satisfying individual and organisational objectives. Grönroos (1994) 
defined relationship marketing as: 
“Marketing is to establish, maintain, and enhance relationships with customers 
and other partners, at a profit, so that the objectives of the parties involved are 
met.  This is achieved by a mutual exchange and fulfilment of promises” 
Components of relationship marketing have incorporated into the "managing customer 
relationships in ways that benefit the organisation and its stakeholders".  Relationship 
marketing is predicated on the conditions of longer term interaction between 
organisation and consumer, and does fit within the conceptual boundaries of social 
marketing, particularly with respect to maintenance phase of behavioural change.   
 
 
Change IV: Benefiting the Organisation and the Stakeholder 
 
 
The new definition broadens the role of the marketing orientation beyond the dynamic 
between client/customer and the organisation.  The expansion of the concept to include 
stakeholder benefit as an explicit role of marketing impacts on the type and nature of 
the strategies that can be considered to be marketing strategy.   A core imperative to 
arise from the marketing definition is the need to define the organisation's 
stakeholders.  Freeman (1984) defines stakeholders as "any group or individual who 
can affect or is affected by the achievement of the firm’s objectives".  This is a 
noticeable departure from the narrow view of stakeholders as shareholders, 
stockholders or owners of the organisation (Clement, 2005).  Stakeholders can be 
further split into primary stakeholders, who are directly involved in the ongoing survival 
of the organisation (e.g. employees, customers and suppliers etc.); and secondary 
stakeholders, who are influential, but not essential for the survival of the organisation 
(e.g. activists, communities and governments).  The definition of "stakeholders" is now 
a critical element in determining what marketing can do to create benefit for the 
organisation and the stakeholders.   
 
From a social marketing perspective, incorporating stakeholders has been a central 
tenet of indirect benefit exchange, and as such, represents the inclusion of aspects of 
social marketing’s involvement in promoting marketing exchanges that lead to benefits 
accruing to the individual and broader society.  Both social marketing (individual and 
society) and relationship marketing (individual and partners) have contributed to the 
inclusion of the stakeholders. 
 
 
Change V: The End of Exchange  
 
 
Perhaps the most disruptive change in the redefinition of marketing has been the 
removal of exchange as understood by Bagozzi (1975) and its replacement with direct 
benefit.  Even though exchange is incorporated into the AMA definition of value, 
Bagozzi (1975) argued for three forms of exchange transactions – restricted, 
generalised and complex. Restricted exchange involved two parties to the transaction 
with value being transferred from one to the other (A to B, B to A).  Generalised 
exchange increased the number of parties to the transaction, but fundamentally 
continued to allow for the flow of benefit so long as all parties could show benefit (A to 
B to C to A).  Finally, Bagozzi introduced the concept of complex exchange where 
multiple parties to the value transfer exchanged with each other in a system (A to B, A 
to C, B to A, B to C, C to A, C to B).   
 
Direct benefit explicitly rejects the notion of generalised exchange (A to B to C to A) as 
A does not receive benefit from B.  In this context, social marketing is based on 
generalised exchange (campaign gives benefit to adopters, adopters give benefits to 
society, society supports campaign) does not meet the precondition of direct benefit. In 
some respects, only Bagozzi’s restricted exchange between two parties seems 
compatible with the limitation of direct benefit.  Even so, direct benefit is not exchange, 
and exchange, once specifically the acknowledged ultimate aim of marketing is no 
longer included in the definition.   
 
For social marketers, the change from exchange to direct benefit presents a major 
conceptual dilemma.  If, by the most relaxed interpretation of the definition of value, 
Bagozzi’s exchange concept is still a component of marketing, then social marketing 
may be able to still claim the Bagozzi complex exchange as justification for their 
continued involvement as a subdiscipline of marketing. 
 
 
The Compatibility of Social Marketing and Marketing 2004 
 
 
"the application of commercial marketing technologies to the analysis, planning, 
execution, and evaluation of programs designed to influence the voluntary 
behaviour of target audiences in order to improve their personal welfare and that 
of their society." (Andreasen, 1995) 
“… the use of marketing principles and techniques to influence a target audience 
to voluntarily accept, reject, modify, or abandon a behaviour for the benefit of 
individuals, groups or society as a whole.”  (Kotler 2002) 
[Marketing is] an organizational function and a set of processes for creating, 
communicating and delivering value to customers and for managing customer 
relationships in ways that benefit the organization and its stakeholders (AMA 
2004) 
 
With the significant repurposing of the definition of marketing, does commercial 
marketing remain compatible with social marketing, and vice versa?  Table 2 
divides the definitions of social and commercial marketing into four conceptual 
areas of method, process, payload and outcome. 
 
 
 Social marketing Commercial marketing 
 Social Marketing  2002 Social Marketing 1995 Marketing2004 
Method the use of marketing 
principles and techniques 
application of commercial 
marketing techniques 
organisational function 
and a set of processes 
Process n/a analysis, planning 
execution and evaluation 
of programs 
creating, communicating 
and delivering value 
Payload to influence a target 
audience to voluntarily 
accept, reject, modify, or 
abandon a behaviour 
influence voluntary 
behaviour of target 
audiences 
delivering value to 
customers, managing 
customer relationships 
Outcome for the benefit of 
individuals, groups or 
society as a whole 
to improve [target 
audiences’ member's] 
personal welfare and that 
of their society 
benefit the organisation 
and its stakeholders 
Table 2: Social Marketing versus Commercial Marketing 
 
 
Method: Application versus Organisational Function and Process 
 
 
Method examines the definition's approach to how social or commercial marketing is 
used by the organisation.  Both definitions of social marketing see the role of marketing 
as a series of processes, principles and techniques which is consistent with the 2004 
definition.  As mentioned previously, social marketing may need to expand the use and 
application aspect of the definition to include a component of an organisational 
function.   
 
 
Process: Analysis, Planning, Execution and Evaluation versus Creating 
Communicating and Delivering 
 
Process is the examination of how the definition sees marketing operating in practice.  
Curiously, Kotler, Roberto and Lee (2002) does not explicitly recognise the process 
element, which is in direct contrast to the Andreasen’s (1995) social marketing and the 
AMA’s (2004) commercial marketing definitions.  As noted previously, the first area of 
conflict between social marketing and the 2004 commercial marketing definition arises 
from the meaning of "value".  In Andreasen's (1995) social marketing definition, the 
process of social marketing uses marketing for analysis, planning, execution and 
evaluation of programs, whereas the commercial marketing is for the creation, 
communication and delivery of value.   Social marketing's process role is a more 
complicated series of tasks explicitly involving preemptive market research in the form 
of analysis, and post-facto research in the evaluation of programs.  Although not 
incompatible with a broad definition of value based around consumer driven needs, the 
process aspect of Andreasen's (1995) definition offers a more robust model of 
conducting social change marketing.   
 
 
Payload: Influence on voluntary behaviour versus Value 
 
 
Payload is the purpose of the marketing activity and represents the "bottom line" of 
marketing. In both social marketing definitions, the purpose is clearly stated as 
influencing voluntary behaviour, with Kotler, Roberto and Lee (2002) detailing the types 
of voluntary behaviour being sought.  In this sense, the bottom line for social marketing 
is behavioural change.  Commercial marketing has the twin payload of delivering value 
to the consumer, and managing the customer relationship.  In order to assess 
compatibility, the question is whether influences on voluntary behaviour constitute a 
form of value?  Again, this is based on the conceptualisation of value chosen for the 
analysis.  Under the AMA “goods-for-goods value”, then voluntary behaviour change is 
not a form of value.  However, if value is perceived by the consumer or defined as "the 
price to people are willing to pay", then voluntary change may constitute value. 
[New paragraph] 
The second component of the commercial marketing payload is the management of 
customer relationships which has not been a stated factor in the two social marketing 
definitions.  It is possible to equate Andreasen's programs with managed customer 
relationships.  For instance, Andreasen's (1995) programs are seen as ongoing 
coordinated activities designed to achieve an organisation's mission. Similarly, the 
management of customer relationships for the benefit of the organisation can be seen 
to be a focus of the ongoing activities of the commercial organisation to achieve its 
mission.  Whilst definitions of social marketing have not explicitly included relationship 
marketing, the focus of relationship marketing is on longer term relationships, customer 
loyalty and lifetime value of the customer.  This is consistent with social marketing's 
long term behavioural change views that seek permanent attitude and behavioural 
change (effective loyalty to the social change cause).   
 
 
Outcome: Personal / Societal Welfare versus Organisational /Stakeholder Benefit 
 
….influence the voluntary behaviour of target audiences in order to improve their 
personal welfare and that of their society." (Andreasen, 1995) 
“…for the benefit of individuals, groups or society as a whole.”  (Kotler 2002). 
…for managing customer relationships in ways that benefit the organization and 
its stakeholders.  (AMA 2004). 
 
Outcome examines what each marketing definition declares to be the intentional result 
of the marketing activities. For both social marketing definitions, the clear message is 
that the purpose of their activity is to improve the individual's personal welfare and the 
welfare of society as whole.  Commercial marketing specifies direct benefit to the 
organisation and its stakeholders which is in direct conflict with the indirect benefits 
approach of social marketing.  Direct benefit to an organisation undertaking a social 
change activity has historically been recognised as societal marketing, which is defined 
as  
occurring  when an organisation balances not only the needs of the organisation 
and its clients, but explicitly acts to be socially responsible in pursuit of its 
commercial goals, eg voluntary adoption of production methods which minimise 
harm to the environment and decreases product costs. 
 
Requiring direct benefit as a component of marketing forces an additional problem for 
social marketing as Andreasen (1995) and Kotler, Roberto and Lee (2002) both 
emphasize the primary aim of social marketing is individual and societal gain.  Kotler, 
Roberto and Lee (2002) draws the comparison between the 1985 definition and social 
marketing by remarking that both forms of marketing aim for the greatest return on the 
investment of resources.  Under the 1985 definition of commercial marketing, “return” is 
the "exchanges that satisfy individual and organisational objectives, allowing social 
marketing to deliver improved welfare (individual objective) through behavioural change 
(organisational objective)”.  However, individual and societal improvements are not 
direct benefits to the organisation, even where the social changes meet the 
organisational goals.    
 
 
Allies to Social Marketing: Dissenting Voices in Marketing  
 
 
Whilst the AMA (2004) definition has been widely announced, it has not been 
universally supported – Petty (2005) dismisses the revised definition 
Although the American Marketing Association has recently defined marketing as 
an organizational function, such a narrow focus that is internal to the firm is not 
useful for the examination of public policy issues related to marketing… a more 
useful definition of marketing is practices that facilitate voluntary exchange within 
a market context 
Andreasen (2005) also indirectly discounts the narrowed focus by describing marketing 
as "behavioural influences" which include economic transactions, but are not limited to 
them.  The behavioural influence model of marketing that facilitates voluntary exchange 
supports the 1985 definition, and is compatible with the contemporary definitions of 
social marketing.  Kotler (2005) reminds marketers that  
Until 1970, marketing language and theory focused on explaining how goods and 
services are priced, promoted and distributed in commercial markets by for profit 
firms. Transactions and payment were considered central to the definition of 
markets and marketing. 
Comparing Kotler's criticisms of the 1970s marketing language with the 2004 definition 
shows the echo of the past.  Value is created to be communicated (promoted) and 
delivered (distributed) to in commercial markets by for profit firms (direct benefit to 
organisation and stakeholders).  All that is missing from the contemporary definition is 
the focus on pricing to allow Kotler's criticisms of the past to apply to the present. 
However, the dissenting voices are not the authoritative voice in this circumstance.  
The definition of marketing remains that set by the AMA, no matter how slighted, 
ignored or rejected it may be by influential individual marketing authors.  Consequently, 
direct benefit needs to be present in marketing activities for the organisation to be 
"marketing".   
 
 
Adapting Direct Benefit 
 
 
What then can social marketing use as a measure of direct benefit to the organisation 
and its stakeholders?  Does success count as a direct benefit? However, success in 
social marketing represents the provision of a solution to a social problem resulting the 
market condition where success equates lower demand, and a lesser need for the 
social marketing solution.  Consequently, as a social change organisation is more 
successful, it reduces the longer term need for its existence, so that ultimate success 
for social marketing is to make the market need obsolete and the organisation defunct.  
Given this is in direct opposition to commercial marketing, and the success-as-
longevity orientation of commercial marketing, social marketing success cannot 
realistically be considered a "benefit" to the organisation.  At the same time, failure to 
address the market need will continue the organisation's existence, but equally does 
not equate to a benefit (financial or otherwise) to the social change organisation.   
 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
 
Social marketing is facing a crisis of direction – adopting the new marketing definition 
requires social marketing to accept direct benefit as core premise and dismiss indirect 
benefit.  The only alternative requires social marketing to adapt the new definition to fit 
the social marketing landscape, which is possible within the frameworks of method, 
process, payload but not outcome.  Even with the inherent compatibility of stakeholder 
benefit and societal gain, social marketing does not currently purport to accept direct 
benefit to the social change campaigner as a measure of social marketing.  Until an 
adaptation of direct benefit can be agreed upon in social marketing, the subdiscipline 
exists in a twilight period.  Now, thirty five years after Kotler and Levy (1969) 
broadened the concept of marketing, the 2004 definition brings marketing back to a 
narrowed focus of direct benefit to the organisation.  The narrowing threatens the long 
term future of one of the core contributors to the broadened base of marketing.  Unless 
direct benefit can be adapted, social marketing can no longer be marketing, and must 
find at least a new name, if not an entire new direction and discipline. 
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